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COORDINATING COMUITTER %/

RECORD OF DISCUSSION
-QE iz %

THE COVERAGE OF ITELS 1526 — COMGMINICATION CABLE

AND 4481 - RATLWAY STGNALLING APEARATUS

15th April 1959

Pregent: Belgiun(luxcubourg), Coneda, Denmark, France, Germeny, Greccc,
Italyy Jeopan, Notherlaonds, Norway, Turkey, United Kingdom, United
Statess '

References: COCOM Docunents Nos. 3436 and Addonduny 3444, 3450, 3451, 3452,
3464, 3470, 3472, 3473, 3474, 3475, 3483 and 3415.26/1 ond 2.

1. The CHAIRWAN rcminded the Comnittece that at the March 23rd
session it had been agreed to discuss the scope of Items 1526 and 4481
during the present meecting (COCOH Document 3475, para. 32). The Committec
had to deternine whether the cables for railways which they had discussed

on & nunber of occasions were covered by Iten 1526, which dealt with comnu-
nication cables, or by Iten 448l, which rcferred to railway signalling appo-—
ratus.

2. The UNITED KINGDO.i Delegete stated that his Delegation held that
the cables under cxenination were coverced by Iten 1526 as at present defined
and were thus subjcct to cumbargo. As to the proposal for an amendnent sub-—
nitted by the French Delegation, the guestion could not be disposed of in o
single day. During the intervening period all lember CGovernuents ghould
suspoend any action to authorise liccnces or exports.

3. The UNITED STATES Delegpate stoted that in the view of his autho-
ritics no anbiguity cxisted in the intcrpretation of the present coverage of
Ttens 1526 and 448l. The coverage of Iten 1526, which had been on List I
since nid-1955, had never previously beon in doubt. Its coverage remained
explicit and unequivocal. It stated that communication cable of any type,
including submarine cable, containing nore than once pair of conductors and
any conductor larger in diamcter than 0.9 rn., was cmbargoed. The only
exception to this embargo was for comnmunication cable whose purpose was
directly to comncet densely-populated incdustrial areas of the Bloc with the
Free World ommunication systens. In that case, two pairs of conductors with
a dianeter not ecxceeding l.4 mm. night be exported. The definition of Iten
1526 also embargoed cormunication ceble of any type with a conductor diameter
of 0.9 mn. or less if it were dosigned for use ag long-distance carrier
frequency ceble unless it met the requircment for exception noted above.

Such cable, of course, had precise clecctrical characteristics which were
recadily cstablished. This definition obviously imolwded any type of cable
for transmittal of any type of comnmunicationssounds, signals, writing, inages,
pulses, etc. This clearly eombraccd ell the categories of coununication,
including but not linited to railroad signalling, telccoummand, telecnctezing,
telegraph, teleprinter, telautograph, telephone, telccontrol, facsinile,
telephoto and television.

be The coverage of Iten 4481, which had becn placed on the Watch
List during the last List rcview, was based on the former List I Iten 4481
("Centralised traffic control (CTC) systen of railway signalling controlled
by code inpulses; and parts speeially designed therefor ".) and List III
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Iten 3481 (“"dutomatic (block type) railway signal systems (except CTC sys—
ten covered by Iten 1481); and perts specially designed therefor"). In
neither the former Item 1481 nor the fornier Item 3481 had there becn any
inplication that conneeting communicaticn cable was included in the enbargo
definitions Comnunication cable had been and remained covered by Item 1526.
The United States Delegaticn, which had proposed tho present definition,
norcover, had intended it only to cover the egquipnent and not othorwise-
enbargoed communicetion cables The present Item 4481 covered railway
signalling apparatus. This referred to CTC and automatic (block type)
signals. It clearly Cid not comprehend communication equipnent.

He The NORWEGIAN Delegate stated that his authorities hed studied
this matter and that in their opinion there was no doubt that the cables

in question werc enbargced by Item 1526+ Since this definition did nod
centain any exclusion clausc for railway signalling cables, they considered
the French procedurc in this casc unfortunate from the point of view of
principle. fhey agrced with the suggestion put forward by several delegates
that no furthcer export of thesc cables should be licensed for the tinme being
until the Committee or an expert group hed nade o study of the present defi-
nitions under Itens 1526 and 4481 and agrcement on & uniform application of
thege items had been reached.

N The CANADIZN Delcgate stated that in his Government's view the
cable concerned was o highly strategic product and wes covercd beyond gues-—
tion by Item 1526. It was therefore desirable that senber Governments should
abstain fronm oxporting such moterial to the Soviet Bloe. The Delegate stated
in conclusion that the coverape of Item 1526 scened to him to be perfectly
clear, but thet if Iten 4481 night give rise to doubts it would be as well

to smend it sc¢ as to make it clear that it did not cever signael cablces.

7. Tho FREKNCH Delegatc, reforring to the meunorandunm subnitted by
the United 3tates {(COCOL Docunment No. 3483) noted thet the United States
arpunents were based on the following congiderations:

(a) The cablec could be used for connecting conmunications, and
its moxinun capacity could be increased considerably through
the use of teletype systenss

(b) It could thus be used for nilitary purposcs ond there was
recson to believe that it constituted a primery elenment for
an early warning network which the U.S.S.R., according to
report, intended to set up in Siberia.

(c¢) Its characteristics placed it definitely in the category
caught by Item 1526 of the International Lists, l.e. in a
category subject to embargo.

These arguments called for the following comments:

(a) This type of cable was used in Western Europe (in France,
Belgium, Germany and Italy especially) for the purpose of
short-distance railway signallings

(b) The cable ordered by the U.S.S.R. clearly had a lower capa-
city than that of the cables used on western railway lines
handling heavy traffic; ite characteristics appeared to
correspond to the traffic density and the distances between
stations established for the Trans-Siberian Railway; it thus
seemed eminently suitable for this purpose;

(¢) Its use for purposes principally or exclusively of a mili-

tary nature would suppose a considerable decrease in thg
railway's output and would probably ncccssitate the laying
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of one or several additional railway lines:

(d) It could only be used for long-distance communication with
the help of terminal and intermediary carrier-frequency
equipment; such equipment, however, could provide for
communications of the same nature, without resorting to
cables, by using aerial carrier-frequency lines or by trans—
mitting Hertzian beams which would be much more rapid and
less tostly to instal;

(e) The technique of this cable wag rogarded as more or less
out of date in Western Europe and it would not be used, in
Prance at any rate, for military communications;

(f) Industry in the Soviet Bloc was asblc to supply cables of

the same kind, which 4id not require any exclusive technical
knowledge: the German Delegation on the 18th March (COCOM
Document 3470) had mentioned several factories manufacturing
these cables in Bastern Germany, the U.S.5.R., Hungary,
Poland and Czechoslovakiae. These cables contained no raw
material which the Soviet Bloc d4id not possess in sufficicnt
quantities or could not obtain easily from the Free World.

8. The Delegate stressed that the delegations of several countries
had considered, as did the French Delegation, that the capacity, in number

of communications, of the ceble ordered by the Russians was not cxcessive
for the needs of the corresponding railway traffic. In particular, the
Belgian Delegate had explained during the discussion on the 18th March, re-
corded in COCOM Document No. 3470, that the cebles asked for by the U.S.S.Rs
had a total transmission capacity well below that of Belgian railway cables
and that this was fully cxplained by the diffcerence in treffic density and
in distences between stations. The German Delegate had also stated thot
German reilwey cablcs usually had 66 pairs, and would allow of a much higher
number of long-distancce transmisgions. As to TFrance, if the cable usecd by
the 5.§.C.F. line PARIS-STLASBOURG were teken as an cxemple, this had 37
quads/ and 10 were unloadced star quads. The coble ordered by the Russians
had 15 quads, 6 being loaded and 3 having an unspccified kilometric capacity,
plus 5 conductors. The S.N.C.F. cable was thus, broadly speaking, cquivalcent
to two-~and-a-half times the Russion cable, which appeared normal in view of
the greater traffic density in France.

9. These were some of the rcasons for which the French Delegation
considered that it was not "realistic!" %o suppose that the Russians would
utilise the cable solely and centircly for its meximum capacity in connccting
communications. It was cven less recalistic to suppose that loadcd quads
would be unloaded, for this was a long and difficult operation. If never-
theless one accepted the thesis upheld by the United States, according to
which the caoble ordered by the U.S.S.R. would provide 180 telephone channcls
or 2,160 tcletypc channels, the 5.N.C.F. PARIS-STRASBOURG cable, if used
under the same conditions, could provides 37 x 12 = 444 telephone channels
or 5,328 teletype chamnels. If, more reasonably, it were conceded that
loaded or ungpecified quads were uscd normally, the maximum capacity would
then be 9 x 3 + 6 x 12 = 99 telephone channels for the Russian cable as
against: 27 x 3 + 10 x 12 = 201 chamnnels for the S.N.C.F. PARIS-STRASBOURG
cable. In both cases, the cable ordered by the Russiens thus had a trans-—
mission capacity much below that of the Paris-Strasbourg railway cable, and,
even taking into account the difference in traffic, this capacity was not
in the least cxaggerated.

10. According to the United States reasoning, these cables would be
utilised solely for communications and not for the railway. Could it be
reasonably held that the Russians were cxpericncing such difficultics over
their Bastward communicetions that, instead of laying normel long-distance
communication cable, with a large number of coaxial or carricr-frequency
channels, they accepted as a mekeshift e railway coble considered by Western
nations as low-frequency cond short-distance coble, considerably more costlyy
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more vulnersble from the military point of view, morc liable to interference
and less easy to repair than an ordinary cable laid along a road or & irack.
From 2ll points of view, this would seem to be a bad bargain for the Rugsians,
when by using this railway cable normally, with modern processes for signal~
ling, telecommand, telecontrol, advance preparation of itineraries, ete.,

they could considerably incrcase the output of the railway line and avoid
laying one or more supplementary railway lincs.

11. The Delegate pointed out, as the German Delegate had stressed,
that it should not be assumed that the Russians intended to place orders with
each country for the cables about which they had made cnquiries. A4s their
own industry was able to supply such cables, they would probebly only place
marginal orders enabling them to meet the time limits fixed in their plan
owing to the short period of the year during which work was possible. Accor-
ding to information obtained, the laying of the 6,000-kilometre cable would
be spread over 5 ycars, at the rate of 1,200 kilometres per year, and the
only period of the yecar when work would be possible would be that between

lay and September. This was another reason why the French Delegation believed
thet if the Russians had urgent need for communication circuits they would

be obliged to satisfy it, not by mcens of this ceble, but by means of
Hertzian beams or serial carricr-frcquency lincs, much wore rapid and less
costly to instal.

iz2. The NETHERLANDS Delcgate stated that what had just been said by
the French Delcgate might contain new elements which his authorities would
study. At the prcsent stage, however, he had been instructed to stress thot
these communication cables had been placed under embargo on the initiative of
the United Kingdom and the United Statcs. At the time of the 1958 List re-
view, this item had been left practically unchanged, which indicated a una-
ninity of views as to the strategic nature of the products covered. For this
reason the Netherlands Government could not shere the opinion expressed by
the Fronech Delegation to the effect that the comnmunication cables ordercd by
the U.8.8.R. were not covered by Item 1526. The Netherlands experts were
unanimous in considering that thcse cables were indeed covercd by Item 1526.
bioreover, an inportent Netherlands firm which had been consulted had just
stated that the Soviets had in faoct asked then to subnit an offer for the
supply of cables having identical characteristics with those of the cables
for which other Member Countrics hed been asked. As they woere ecbsolutely
convinced that these cables werc covercd by Item 1526, the firm in question
had not followed up the Russian enquiry. On that account no request had been
subnitted to the competent department rcgarding the export of these cables.

13, As the Prench Delegate had stated that the enquiry sent to the
French industry had been considered by an inter-ninisterial commission sone
time previously, and then authorised by virtue of Item 4481, the Netherlonds
authorities found it difficult $0 understand why the French authorities had
not seen fit to consult the Committee, as was the practice in case of doubt.
BEven if the French experts had congidered that these cables were covercd by
the Watch List, the Netherlands believod that in the event of the Cormittee
congidering tmat they were covercd by the cnbargo list, the French authorities
would be obliged by the commitments entered into in the Coordinating Cormittee
to cancel the authorisation to cxport. The possible payment of an indermity
to the exporter could not be considercd because it was inportant to avoid a
fatal precedent. In view of the strategic aim pursued by the Russians in
attempting this purchase, the Netherlands Government held it to be inconcei-
veble that other exceptions should be authorised, all the more since this
would constitute discrimination azainst countries who would have wished to be
able to supply these cables but had refrainecd out of respect for the rules of
the Coordineting Committee. As the French attitude involved a danger 1o
Western cooperation in the embargo policy, the Nethorlands authorities appoa-
led urgently to the Fronch authorities to cancel the cxport authorisation and
to bear the conseguences of this measure, both in the realm of political
cconony and in the financial field.

14. The DANISH Delegate reminded the Committee that he had alrcady
pointed out (COCOM 3470, paragraph 17) that the cables involved were covercd
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by Itenm 1526. As he had not received instructions regarding the proposal

for en enendment submitted by the French Delegation,which his authoritics
were still studying, the Delcgete reserved the right to revert to this natter
in a later mecting.

15. The GERMAN Delcgate remarked that a distinetion should be mede
between two questions, the first being to know whether the cables involved
were covered by Iten 1526 end the second to determine whether they were
importent from the strategic point of view. This second gquestion had not

to0 be dealt with that day; the German Delegation would confine themselves
therefore +to stating thet in their view no doubt existed as to the fact that
these cables were covercd by Item 1526: these were communication cables and
it did not seem possible to say that they were covered by Tten 4481, which
referred to complete installations and not to sepcrate elements of such
installations. Replying to tho Hothorlands Delegate's observation that
during the last List review the Committee had been unaninously in favour of
retaining these cables under embargo, the Delegate pointed out that before
the final compronise solution had been reached, the German Delegation - and
others - had favoured a limitotion of the coverage of Item 1526.

16. The ITALIAN Dclegate stated that, in addition to the two ques-
tions mentioned by the Gerumen Delegate, there wes a thirds it should be
established clearly which countrics had undertaken not to cxport the nmateriel
involved and for how long that undertoking renmained valid. As some time wes
likely to clapse before the Cormittee reachced agresment on the amendment of
the items involved, the Italian Delegation wished to stress once more the
denger of discrimination, whosc consequences would be very serious in the
economic ficld. Reverting tc the question on the agenda, the Delegate
stated that in his Delogation's vicw the cables in question corresponded %o
the letter of Item 1526, but that views would have to be cxpresscd not only
on this point but also as to whether it would be useful that the cables
should continue to be covered by that items In conclusion, the Delegate
suggested that the Comnittec should base ite present discussion on COCOLL Doc.
Nee 3415-26/2, in which the Belgiean Delugation had very clearly set out

all the relevent technical argumcnts.

17, The JAPANESE Dolegatc stated that his anthorities firmly believed
tonat the cables involved were covered by Item 1526, He was not in a position
at this stage to state his views as to tho strategic value of these cables,
but wished to associate himself with his German colleague's remarks and con-
firmed that during the list roview his Delegation alsc had been in favour of
o relaxation of Iten 1526,

18. The GREEK Delegate stated that in the opinion of his Governnmont,
the eables in question had such strategic value that their export should have
been regorded as impossible, and were undoubtedly caught by Iten 1526.

19. The TURKISH Dclegetc stated that in his Government's view thesc
cables were indced covered by Item 1526 and their strategic inportance fully
justified their prescnce on the cmbarge list.

20. The FRENCH Delegate stated that he could not sharc the opinion

of his German colleaguc that Iten 4481 weuld only cover complecte signalling
systems and not their perts. He added that, owing to the extremely rapid
evolution of railway signalling systcms, processes and equipnent of an in-
creasingly conplex nature were being used and that, in the fairly near future,
it might become necesgary to consider the downgrading of certain naterial ot
present on List I whose civilian uses were developing considerably.

21. The UNITED STATES Delegate stated that although he had already
rcplied in what he hoped was & convincing manner to the other arguments putb
forward by the French Delegation, he wished nevertheless to reply to certain
chservations by the French Dolegate as sot out in paragraphs7 - 11 aboves
First he would point out that it would not be justified to try to meke a ra~
dical distiunction between railway signal cebles and cormunication cables.
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The first point under discussion was to determine whether
the cables in qucstion had a signalling capacity higher than
the legitimete nceds of the Trans-Siberian Railway. The
United States authorities considered that the capacity of
this cable was very considerably higher than eny legitiuate
signalling needs; oven in the most complex of modern systens,
e few wires werc sufficient to neet these needs. All tech-
nicians would apree that one palr of conductors was suffi-
cient to meet the needs of the nost modern CTC systems and,
even in the nost complex conditions, 10 conductors would
enply suffice. Thus, signelling properly so called would
only use a snall fraction of the conductors in the cables
gsought by the U.5:8.R. It was importent to realise in this
regerd thot railway signalling and railway communications
were coupletely (iffcrent functions. In the United Statcs,
as morcover in the U.8:iS«R. and doubtless in certain Buro-
pean countries, reilway signelling systens were generally
separated fron the other communication systems for the ad-
ninistrative and counercial nceds of the railway. In con-
sequence, o considerable portion of the conductors cf the
ceble ordered by the Russiang would remain ovailable for
other typcs ¢f comaunications and the functioning of the
railway would in no way be affectcd by this circunstanco.

t could be proved that there existed no cother means of
linking the West and the Ecst of the continent than by fol-
lowing the Trans-Siberien Railway, and whatever the type of
communication (signels, messages or missiles), the cable
aust follow this railway - whence the nccessity to give it
special protection characteristics when the line was elcc=
trified.

The Delegate stressed that the sheathing of the cables wos
only a superficial aspect of the question, determined purcly
by the surroundings in which they werc to be placed, and that
the essential aspect lay in the quality of the copper con-
ductor. But, oven without mentioning the possibility of
laying cables in duplicate, the cables in question as they
stood were capable of providing 168 tclephone channels or
nore than 2,000 teletype channels, and this was clearly more
than were nceded to run any Known rallway.

In reply to the French statcment that these cables were not
Post Office (P.T.T.) cables, the Delegate rcferred to volume
III.B of the Report of the last Plenary Assenbly of the
International Telecommunications Union, which had set up
stendards for all the communication systems in Burope and in
other parts of the world. This Report showed that the cables
in gquestion corresponled exactly to the standards set up for
long~-distance cormunication cables, not only as regoerds their
gtructure in star quads, but also their nutual capecity and
the diameter of their conductors. The Report stated, norc-
over, that thcse cables could provide up to 60 two-way tole-—
phone channels per star quad, using frequency-carricrs,
whercas the Unitcd States Delogation had based their argu-
nents on the congservative fi.ure of 12 channels per star
quad.

The Prench Delegation had given as an exanmple the cables
used by the S.N.C.F. on the Paris-Strasbourg linc, which
appeared to provide, as at present utilised, about 150 si-
nultaneous ghannels. However, while the conditions in which
the cable for the Paris-Strasbourg line was exploited were
known, onc could only surnise as to the umanner in which the
U.S.S.R. would usc the cables they hed asked for. One night
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expect that they would be utilised efficiently, and therefore
speak in terms of potentiale Even assuming that the cable
would only be laid single, the cable order placed by the
Rugsians - at o conservetive estimate - could provide at
least 168 telephone chammels or 2,000 teletype channels,
i.e., considerably more than actually needed for the older
Paris-Stresbourg cable. The cable could, moreover, be laid
double, to produwce more than double the communications capa~
city of this number of channels. The Delegate offered to

any other Delegation wishing to study it a detailed compa-
rison of the uses of the Paris-Strasbourg linc and the likely
utilisation of the cable ordered by the Russians.

(£) In conclusion, it was iupossible to verify the Russian clain
to the effect that the cables would be to some extent loadedy
for the load cunsisted in the addition of outside coils after
the laying of the cable in the U.S.8.R. It did in fact appear
highly improbable that the Russians would ask for such highly
verfected cables in order to load them, when this operation
could be carried out equally well on less complex cables.

22. The FRENCH Delcgate roplying to a quoesticn from the United States
Delegate, stated thot in the French sysiem signal cables never contained
Post Office (P.T.T.) circuits, as this would be contrary to the Post Office
monopoly and to the statutes of the S.N.C.F. Passing to the technical con-
nentary by his Amcrican colleague, according to which the capacity of the
cables ordered by the Soviet Union was higher than the requirements of o
signalling systen, the Delcgate pointed out that, although the basic tele-
command and telesignalling systonm required only e few pairs of conductors,

it should be borme in mind that there werc parallel systens assuring all the
supplementery controls and themselves calling for a lorge number of wires and
quads. As to the clain that these cables weould constitute the only neans

for the Russians to service their Bastorn regions, the Delegate stated that
such an extensive territory could not possibly be serviced by a cable having
15 quads; the sclution would lie in the use of wide-range Hertzian beans.

The Delegate did not deny, on the other hand, that the characteristics of
certain of the quads of the cable in question werc close to those of cormmie
nication cables, but this was not in the least surprising in view of the
rapid developnent in railway signalling systems. It was logical that the
Russians should endeavour to obtain signal cebles corresponding to modern
systems. It rcemained true, novertheless, that the number of quads and the
structure of the cables in question were totally different from those which
would be used by Arny or Post Office scrvices, as these latter insisted upon
heving 4 coaxial cables for all long-distance coimunications. Finally, as to
the loading of certain quads, the Delegate confirmed that the Russians had
ordered the nccessary coils with the cables, and that it was not likely that
they would have assuned this expense if they had no recal intontion of loading
the cables. The Delegote pointed out noreover that when the cable was equip—~
ped with such coils, special balancing was necessary. Thus it seemed out

of the questicn that the coils would be renoved.

23. A further exchange of views ensued, in the course of which seve-
ral Delegations urged the French Delegation to invite their authorities once
again to reconsider thelr positions. In response to the various appeals nede
to hin, the French Delugate reminded the Cormiittee thet, although considering
that the nate.ial involved was indeed covercd by Iten 4481, his Government,
in a spirit of compromise, had declared themselves rcady to hold up the issuo
of any new licence until the Committee had reached an sgrecnient on the inter—
pretation of the items involved, or, should that prove inpossible, on & more
accurate definition of Item 1526+ 1In view of the concern expressed by thoe
Members of the Committee regarding the authorisation alrcady grantéd, the
French authorities were now preparcd to take the nccessary measures to stop
the export of signalling and telecormand cables for railways if the Committee
were in agreement in considering that these cables were strategic.
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24 The CHATRMAN then asked the French Delegate if the Comnittee's

agreenent which he had just mentioned included that of the French Delegation..

25. The FRENCH Delegate replied in the affirmative; he confirmed that
the Committee's decision must be teken unenimously and that hoth for the
exact meaning of this item and in accordance with previous usage in the
Committee, unanimity was understood to mean the consensus of all participa-
ting Powers. He then made his Government's position explicit in the
following terms: "The French authorities would be prepared to take .the .
necessary steps to stop the export of signalling ond telecommand cables

for railways if the Comuittee congidered unanimously that they are strategic.

26, The UNITED KINGDOM Delegate noted that, according to the last
statenent by the French Delegate, it appeared possible to withdraw an
authorisation which had been duly granted,

274 The BELGIAN Delegate stated that as a result of the last French
statenent, the Belgian asuthoritics would probably join the view of the
uajority which belicved that the cables in question were coverecd by Iten
1526, The Delegate sugpested that it uwight in that event be necessary

to determine the exact coverage of Item 4481.

28. The COMMITTEE apgreed to resune the discussion on the 16th April.
SECRET
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